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public classroom teacher. And in both
of these situations I recognized, first of
all, as a legislator, the capacity of the
State to fund public education. And as
a teacher, I understood firsthand the
need for adequate funding of education.
And it seemed as if in all cases there
was some gigantic blockage that made
it impossible for those two needs to
kind of coalesce together.

Well, today I am a Member of this
august body, I am a member of the
Federal Government, and I have identi-
fied what I think is that blockage that
made it so difficult to bring these two
needs together. That blockage is we. It
is the Federal Government. It is the
amount of land that the Federal Gov-
ernment owns.

Like a dam in a creek that artifi-
cially stops the flow of water in that
creek, there is a dam on the stream of
funds for kids, and that dam is the big-
gest landowner this side of the Soviet
Union: we, the Federal Government.

Let me try and illustrate what I am
talking about. If you look at this first
map, notice the States that are in red.
These are the States that have the
most difficult time of increasing their
funds and their commitment to public
education. And you will notice that
these red States are predominately in
the West. Twelve of the 15 States with
the slowest growth in public education
funding are actually found in the West.
And it is a significant difference.

These Western States have an in-
crease of around 33 percent in their
funding growth of education, whereas
the Eastern States have a 68 percent
increase in their growth of funding.

Let us try the next one. If you look
at the kind of concept of class size,
once again if you look at the States
that are in red, those are the States
with the largest class size. And it is a
significant difference, as much as an
average of 3 per class in each of those
particular States.

Let me try the third one as well. If
you look at the need for public edu-
cation funding, the States once again
in red are the States where the need is
greatest.
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The States in red, those in the West
have a 3 percent growth rate in their
population going into public education.
The East this year for the first time
got up to zero percent. They had been
the negative number system before
that time. So why is this situation
where the States in red, those in the
West, are always having a difficult
time in funding of education? It is not
because they do not tax as much.

If you look at the western States,
their total State and local taxes are
equal to or higher than those in the
East. And it is not because they do not
have a commitment to education. If
you look at the percentage of their
budget that goes to education, it is
once again a higher ratio almost by .6
percent higher in the West than it is in
the East.
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If the West is taxing as much, if they
are as committed in their budget, if
they have the need, yet their class
sizes are high and they cannot fund the
education that happens to be there,
then what seems to be the problem?
What is this obstacle?

I happen to think that I found at
least a prima facie case for a correla-
tion, and it is land. If you draw an
imaginary line between Montana to
New Mexico, everything west of that
line, 52 percent of that is owned by the
Federal Government. Go east of that
line and only 4 percent is owned by the
Federal Government. Let us try this
next map and you will see what I mean.

Everything indicated in blue is the
amount of each State owned and con-
trolled by the Federal Government. If
you make a correlation with those
States having a difficult time funding
their educational system and the
amount of land owned by the Federal
Government, you see an amazing cor-
relation. The problem lies at the feet of
the Federal Government. The enor-
mous amount of land owned and con-
trolled by the Federal Government is
the reason why those States in the
West are basically in the back of the fi-
nancial bus for education.

Land has historically been the mech-
anism of funding education by States.
The State of George in 1777 was the
first State that actually offered oppor-
tunities to try to assist those local
communities. The State of Connecticut
actually sold 3 million acres of land to
fund their education system. Of course
it was land that was in Ohio which
they claimed at the time; but even
though it was not their State, at least
they were selling something. Close
enough for government work.

The State of Texas, you will notice,
has very little land owned by the Fed-
eral Government because when they
were admitted they kept their land;
but immediately they set aside 17,000
acres by the State to put in a trust
fund to pay for their public education
programs and systems.

It goes back to when Henry VIII
closed down the monasteries and redis-
tributed the land. One of the conditions
for redistributing that land was they
would take the traditional role of that
monastery land and help to fund the
purposes of education.

There are four ways in which land
connects with public education fund-
ing: through school trust lands,
through royalties from land, through
the enacting clause promised western
States, and, fourth, through property
tax.

Let me talk about a few of those for
just a moment. Property tax. It is obvi-
ous those in the West do not have the
property to tax. If you were to change
the situation around and simply say
four percent of the West should be
owned by the Federal Government and
put the price at about $525 an acre,
that is an average, and up it at the low-
est tax rate, this is what the result
would be. This is the amount of money
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that each western State would have ad-
ditionally that they could raise by
themselves to fund public education.
My State of Utah would have $116 mil-
lion. California, $110 million. Alaska
would have $782 million, and that is
only the portion that would deal with
the funding of education.

There is another concept that should
be involved here. When every one of
these western States was made a State,
there was a clause in their enabling
language that said the land should be
given to the Federal Government until
such time as the Federal Government
shall dispose of the land.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I will come
back at another time and review some
of these issues with you. But there is a
need to recognize the situation in the
West. And there is a need to under-
stand that the West is being treated
unfairly, and it goes back to this prob-
lem of public ownership with the West.
At some time, there needs to be a solu-
tion to this problem.

———

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FORTENBERRY). Under a previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO) is recognized for 5
minutes.

(Mr. DEFAZIO addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

—————

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER
TIME

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent to claim the
time of the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. DEFAZIO).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

———

BETRAYAL OF AMERICAN VALUES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
too long we have borne witness to re-
lentless attacks on America’s poor and
working families. Abandoned by cor-
porate America, betrayed by the polit-
ical right, largely ignored by the main-
stream media, our Nation’s poor have
become little more than an after-
thought, most recently evidenced by
what we saw in the aftermath of Hurri-
cane Katrina.

While productivity is up in this coun-
try, while profits are up in this coun-
try, wages are falling, and poverty is
increasing. Since 1973, not coinciden-
tally the year that America went from
a trade surplus into a trade deficit,
since 1973 the average worker has seen
her wages or his wages go up about 10
percent in real dollars while that work-
er’s productivity has increased about
ninety percent. Productivity up ninety
percent, wages up only 10 percent.
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It used to be in this country since
World War II that when productivity
went up, workers’ wages went up
roughly the same amount. And this is
the key, that workers shared in the
wealth they created for their employ-
ers. So productivity jumped up 90 per-
cent, wages went up only 10 percent,
profits skyrocketed for employers.
Workers have not shared in the wealth
they create.

An August census report revealed
around the same time as Hurricane
Katrina that in the United States the
number of uninsured Americans has in-
creased dramatically as has the num-
ber of families living below the poverty
line; 1.1 million Americans dropped
into poverty in 2004 alone, 2 million
more Americans enrolled in Medicaid
that year. Yet in the face of growing
poverty and the rising number of unin-
sured Americans, this administration
and Republican leadership are demand-
ing that we cut $10 billion, that is bil-
lion with a B, $10 billion from Med-
icaid.

Think about that again. More and
more people need Medicaid, not just be-
cause of Katrina but because of layoffs,
because of plants closings like Michi-
gan, in my State of Ohio, other places,
because more and more employers are
dropping their coverage. The congres-
sional response is cutting Medicaid by
$10 billion so that the President and
Republican leadership can give tax cuts
to the wealthiest 1 percent of people in
this country.

Think about that. That is a choice.
We give tax cuts to the wealthy, more
tax cuts to the wealthiest 1 percent.
The way to pay for it is to cut Med-
icaid by $10 billion. That is a choice
that politicians and elected officials
made. Give tax cuts to the wealthiest
people. Cut programs like Medicaid
that really matter for people who have
lost their jobs, for the working poor,
for people that have suffered from
Katrina, for all the reasons that people
have been down on their luck.

Household incomes fell for the fourth
year in a row in 2004, something that
has not happened since the Depression.
In every segment of the American soci-
ety except for the very wealthy, every
segment has seen income decline in the
last 5 years. America’s men and women
working full-time, the recent produc-
tivity is up; but they are not sharing in
the wealth they create.

The number of people living in pov-
erty increased by 1.1 million people.
The infant mortality rate in this coun-
try is rising. The infant mortality rate
in Washington, DC, is twice the infant
mortality rate in Beijing. The infant
mortality rate in this country went up
last year for the first time since 1958.
Our Nation cannot survive as a thriv-
ing democracy under policies that rely
on trickle down economic theories.

Now, 2 weeks ago President Bush
signed an executive order that will
allow companies that win Federal no-
bid contracts, Halliburton, Bechtel,
some of the other friends of the Presi-
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dent’s and the Vice-President’s, his ex-
ecutive order will allow those compa-
nies to pay less than the prevailing
wage. We give them unbid contracts
and huge profits, as they have had in
Iraq. They will have these huge con-
tracts in Mississippi, Louisiana, and
Alabama; and yet they are exempt
from paying the prevailing wage.

When government should be in its
most proactive to ensure the return of
a thriving economy, this administra-
tion is actively working to lower
wages. The community hit hardest by
Katrina is the working poor. These
men and women will literally do the
heavy lifting and the rebuilding of Liou-
isiana, Alabama, and Mississippi. Yet
the President is saying, Cut their
wages.

Cheating workers out of fair wages
robs them of the ability to take owner-
ship in their community. The goal
should be to put wealth in those com-
munities from people that are working
and rebuilding those communities. One
must ask why the President would de-
press wages for a community in crisis.
Cutting wages for people who are
struggling to rebuild their lives is a be-
trayal of American values. The Presi-
dent of the United States should know
better.

———

PLEDGE POLICE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. POE) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Mr. POE. Mr. Speaker, I pledge alle-
giance to the Flag of the United States
of America, and to the Republic for
which it stands, one Nation, under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for
all.

Mr. Speaker, this simple, powerful
statement is a patriotic phrase defin-
ing what we are all about as citizens of
this Republic. It is being said in school
yvards across America every day. In
some States it is the State law that it
be said. In Texas, for example, it is re-
quired along with the Texas State
pledge and a moment of silence each
day. This is observed by students and
by teachers. But not every school child
may say it. In fact, some are actually
forbidden to say it because it mentions,
heaven forbid, under God.

A member of the pledge police, a Fed-
eral judge in California, has issued his
decree denouncing the pledge and for-
bidding it in some school districts in
California because some adult atheist
has become offended. The atheist, mind
you, is not a student in any school, just
an offended individual that has con-
vinced the pledge police to stop the
pledge from being uttered in schools
because he is offended.

It has become the habit of the of-
fended to use the Federal courts to
change the majority will of the people,
claiming the conduct of the majority
of Americans is unconstitutional be-
cause it is offensive.

Okay, Mr. Speaker, what constitu-
tional violation has occurred here?
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Some claim the first amendment is
violated by kids saying the pledge be-
cause of the theological phrase ‘‘under
God.” Let us examine this.

The first amendment reads in part:
Congress shall make no law respecting
an establishment of religion or prohib-
iting the free exercise thereof.

First of all, assume the pledge estab-
lishes religion. Congress has not made
any law about the pledge, but our Fed-
eral courts have taken the word ‘‘Con-
gress,”’ reinterpreted that phrase, and
applied it universally to all govern-
ments, including school boards. By
what authority do Federal courts ex-
pand the word ‘‘Congress’” to include
all government entities?

Well, because they make words mean
something more than they really mean
by twisting simple concepts in the Con-
stitution to mean difficult concepts for
us people to understand. It is also nec-
essary to understand that our Fore-
fathers put the phrase in the Constitu-
tion to prevent a State and national re-
ligion like what was occurring in Eng-
land at the time.

So are the atheists and the pledge po-
lice Federal judges seriously really
thinking that the phrase ‘“‘under God”’
is equivalent to establishing a national
religion in the United States?

Well, my question for them is, what
exactly would that religion be? Too bad
the court did not enlighten us simple
Americans what national religion the
pledge establishes. But our Federal
judges here have systematically tried
to remove any mention of a divine
being in the public sector by claiming
any mention of God establishes a na-
tional religion. This defies common
sense and makes the first amendment
say something it does not say.

By the way, if this phrase is purely a
religious one, why does the pledge po-
lice judge not read the second half of
the first amendment that says, the
government may not prevent the free
exercise of religion? By banning the
pledge if it is religious, does not this
judge violate the free exercise of reli-
gion? That phrase is in our first
amendment as well. It does seem so to
me.

The pledge, when stated and looked
at objectively, is a statement of patri-
otic duty and affirmation to America,
to truth and liberty and justice. It is
not purely a religious statement. It is
a statement of civic duty and responsi-
bility and national pride.

So what is next, Mr. Speaker? Are
the pledge police going to ban the
pledge we say each day here in the
House of Representative? We shall see
about that.

The real issue here is not the forbid-
ding of the Pledge of Allegiance by our
courts. It is more serious than that. It
is the new constitutional right that is
being invented and conceived in the
minds of the far-fetched Federal elites
that is not even in the Constitution at
all, but the Constitution is being used
as excuse to invent this new right. It is
the right not to be offended.
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